escape intense light but not shocked. These data were interpreted as indicating that the interanimal transfer phenomenon reported by us and others may involve transfer of a nonspecific stress-associated factor unrelated to memory.
Although we find ourselves in sympathy with the suggestion made by (6) . In point of fact, better than half of the successful studies described have employed positive reinforcement, and "failures" have been reported at least as frequently with avoidance paradigms as with positive reinforcement paradigms (7). Table 1 are the actual number of animals corresponding to these percentages (11). These two halves of Table  I allow somewhat different views of the magnitude of the comparisons reported by Frank et al. to be significant. For the two "significant" X' values reported in experiment 1, neither is significant when calculated correctly from frequencies instead of percentages (12), with the continuity correction for x2 with one degree of freedom (13). Ac- (2) . One of the major concerns seems to have been in regard to an erroneous chi-square analysis which appeared in one part of our report. Our error was acknowledged immediately after our report appeared, a correction statement was printed in Science, and a copy of the statement was sent to anyone requesting reprints (3). fer. It is well known that tasks which employ reaction time or latency data as dependent measures are subject to large intragroup variability. Traditionally, this problem has been dealt with by either refining the experimental situation, increasing the number of subjects, or employing a post hoc data transformation procedure. In our experiment, we considered the first alternative the most appropriate, and thus we find ourselves in complete agreement with Rosenblatt (4, p. 199) who suggested using negative reinforcement paradigms which have "the advantage that the rats need not be starved and consequently remain in better and more uniform condition throughout the experiment."
On their second point, Bryant et al. argue that a critical comparison in transfer studies should be based on the differences between untrained, or control recipients and recipien,ts who received material from trained donors. The impression they attempt to create is that we failed to make the appropriate tests.
In point of fact, however, almost all of our comparisons were among the different recipient groups. We therefore find this criticism puzzling.
Third, Bryant et al. claim that our choice of a 6-hour "recuperation" period after injections of homogenate was inadequate and also suggest we should have used more "objective" measures of recovery. We are somewhat surprised by their comment that 6 The primary concern of Bryant et al. centers on our use of the Mann-Whitney test, the reliability of the liver recipient data, and our justification of the use of one-tailed significance levels. 1) As for one-tailed tests, we agree with Bryant et al. that our expressed rationale for using one-tailed criteria in the analysis of recipient latencies was misleading. A justification such as we employed, which was predicated on assumed donor-recipient differences, is untenable when testing for recipientrecipient differences. However, a donorrecipient comparison would not have been possible in our experiments since the "tumbled" donors were never placed in the shuttle runway and there were no latency scores obtained. Nonetheless, an inspection of our reported significance levels will indicate that the critical recipient-recipient differences persist under two-tailed criteria.
2) The comment by Bryant et al. of the use of the Mann-Whitney test is most puzzling. This test has been used in many transfer experiments (6) and has been specifically employed with one-tailed criteria by McConnell et al.
(5, p. 250), Rosenblatt (4, 
